
FEOERAL c.:)wr;~liCAT1ONSt<WISSlON
~FICE OF THE SECRETARY

. "'F.·t....0 ~ ~). 1993 .. C) ... ~. .. ",

R.ECEIVEr>

fEB 23 1993

,FCC MAIL Robt!

I
I. ' ,:~:::;.~.;. DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL'

Before the
Federal Communication Commission

, ". Washington, D.C. 20554.

)
)

]{·.,(;:~~t:'t.~;(:~ Aeplacem nt of Part90 . )
'.i;{i·\~+:'·:~~i~;f~.bY P~88to Revise '.Cj.>..... ).'
··:".:":;Yi:¥)~:;:::the Pnvate Land MobIle ". )
. 1:< ·;·:);:;~,t-sr Radio' Se' ices and Modify '. ')
,,~.: ;~:t~\':ifJ,the, PolicieGoverning them )

.:._~~::,;:-;:..:~~~ ::',l: .' .

,;',<\1'.:: To: 'The C

82501.

--J~~~~12.JL..~~lt~~~~~£::.:~~~~~submits it comments
Ie Making in this proceeding., ,

: ,. ,.1., In r gards to § 88.429, and specifically Table C-3 to be used for systems in the
, -·._.~i_ "'150-216 M .z and 450-470 MHz segments concerning power and antenna height limits,

. we have V ry serious concerns as to the effect on existing and future two-way radio

.: ' '. systems. he severe restrictions placed on the Effective Radiated Power will have a, .
, ....:. ' .serious de rimental effect on the feasibility and practicality of two-way radio systems.
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,,:.. (.::;~<. ' ' "On additional factor should be taken into consideration in formulating the power '
'::~);J.< level cha such as' chart C-3. . This factor should be the population in an area

,.: .;~1~;{.~;;{prescribed by a circle of 75 mile radius from the transmitter. In densely populated'
'i:,a~~~'~; areas, the ower levels shown in the proposed chart may be a "Jable solution. In rural, .

,:::·~~.r,?mountaino s, and areas of low population, the constraints placed on a two-way radio
" •. :!.·;;,\~·;~,?;system·by the proposed power levels would place an undo burden on the two-way.

'<':, ".;j~~is'L~; radio user or no reason. Espe~ially in rural, low population areas, there is not sufficient
:',;~:'-:::::;~1·r1r~justjficatjo for the dr8:stically de~reased transmit power levels. "In these are~s, tile:.

i '.. " "]';~~'~':'( number of two-way radIO systems IS low enough that system coverage overlap With co­
-/t:g~t!l;tchannel u ers will not be a serious issue as is found in areas of dense population.

. :~:Jr:~~';>:;Users in r ral, low population areas generally require two-way radio systems to cover
":'.:>.; '. ';~;' a larger ar a than those in areas of dense population. Business, public safety, and local
~'..' ";t~~ ..;.~.:governme t users in ruraJ areas need systems that will cover a large geographical area

:,,:;/:~;\&d:with the I west possible number of transmitters in order 'to make a radio system
~.):~:.:!;'.\nriJ~:~economic lIy feasible. We would propose a stepped chart similar to that of Chart c.-14 .
·:·'::::·:\'i;;.:~~;:,with the cr teria of service area radius being replaced by acriteria of the popUlation level -
P;t ):gj~~':!i!~in:, !,j'~l!le rlldius of the transmitter site. lime limits imposed by the gUired, . ".:
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. .' comment eadline prevent us from designing a complete chart, but we would propose

.that as a fi st level that areas with a population of 250,000 or less within' a 75 mile radius
of the tran mitter site have authorized power levels of 300 watts ERP. Successive table

.~ elements ould take into consideration areas of increasing population and antenna .
.....\ height unt I the more restrictive levels found in ~he current C~3 char: are reachedi~

:':·····L~;: areas of h gh density population. '.' '.:"':~" .':" .'
.,:' (:;!~~~\h'l:,::;;.; . . . . .... ", '

- .• _._~_ .... '••. 1.-.'
~ "' ..~~

j 'j."', ~.jit~~&. 2.::';:·~· In egards to the General Category Pool and the proposal that all certifiedIi :. '.' ::>~:~.~:: frequency coordinators be allowed to assign frequencies from, this pool, we also have
,!. . " .,~ "yot: some rese ations. ,If all coordinators are to be allowed to assign frequencies, a single,

::,: "i~ common nd up-to-date database must be maintained for use by all coordinators.
". Multiple d tabases cannot be allowed. Allowing multiple databases to be maintained

by variou coordinators would cause continuous and harmful interference on the
frequencie. The single database must be maintained by the Commission itself or a

" ' single des gnatedcontractor. Th,e database requirements of this type of system will be
quite eno mous and the criteria' for selecting a possible contractor will have to be
carefully r viewed in order to ensure that the database is kept current, accurate and is
available f II time for access by the various coordinators.
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An alternative solution may be to divide the United States into various
"coordinat on zones' with a single coordinator for each zone. This would reduce the
database equirements for each system to a more manageable level. The coordinators
would ne d to have cooperative arrangements for systems that would overlap zone

,boundarie similar to the arrangements now in place for inter-service sharing and
adjacent hannel authorizations;

3. Th narrower bandwidth required by the proposed rules in order to create
':., ,. additional channels is for the most part a viable solution for the congestion now found

, .on the c rrent radio frequencies. However, we submit that a' more gradual and
, . extended phase-in period be implemented to reduce the economical impact on

':'~ .. business, ocal government, and public safety users. The longer. phase-in period would
",'. " also allow for further research and development time by equipment manufacturers in

order' to adequately address all technical issues and requirements of the new
: specificati ns and ,to develop r~liable, economic equipment.

.4. '., Fin lIy; we ask that the period for comments on the proposed rule-making be .
extended ntil July 3D, 1993 in order to more fully evaluate the impact of the proposed '

.:; changes nd to make further recommendations to the Commission. We feel that field
testing on existing systems of the new narrower bandwidth and reduced power levels
is very m ch in order. In many parts of the country, winter weather conditions prevent
.or severel curtail the feasibility of performing, such tests. We ask for the extension of ' ,

comm nt period in order to allow for system testing when weather conditions permit:~,
technical .ersonnel easy access to transmitter sites in order to adjust existing syst~ms '
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1~:~~1~1i'~'~'t .. . ..
~?:~:j;;~i,to the new specifications and perform coverage tests during periods that will have a less
}~ifZf :serious eft cts on radio systems, businesses, and public safety operations. To perform
," :'~;~ 'such' tests during the winter months would be difficult technically' and could have a

serious im act onthesafety of property and lives.' ..,
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to comments in regards to FCC PR Docket 92-235 .
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1. '. § 8 .231 and § 88.473 have the appearance of prohibiting mobile relay operations
in the 15 174 MHz band. Public Safety and other eligible user classifications are .

.currently lowed t~ operate mobile relay stations in this band. If mobile' retays. are not .
to be per itted in 150-174 MHz under part 88, serious degradation of communication
services. '11 result. . Especially .in .the Pljblic Safety sector, mobile relays.a.rea·vitaJ
compone .t of communication systems,being required inorder to proVide the-necesSary

,coverage and int!3r'7unitcommun.i~ons.~~~ to the missio~ of Publ!c:S¢etY·erttities. "'''.''4'1''''':'':'.'''';',.;..:.
' .. :. :The com ission should take the opportunity' afforded by the addition of new channel

·a1location to' provide for chann~1 pairing !or:assignment'to mobile' relay'. operations.
',:'/:The chan et pairing could be based on the 5.26 MHz spacing as noted in §·813.231,5 :"'., .

., .::, ,MHz spa iog as is cUrrently found in the. ~Q-470 MHz band or some ·other.feasible :'''':~';;'~'?-:;~>-

• " " " " .;,."~ann.el" •. e,~~.tl~·!~~i~~f~~~~~~fJ~~t~~';,;;:~:tJ:is·~:!c:,"r<J'~\;' ~:~tj;'j;,r;tR;~{;&v:
, , , .. ;;: ..• " -'-"., - 'i,-,l''''' '';''';'§ ,,~~~r;;o;~, ;I>~ ..:'l"~'7.~;...,.';1 ';:';-:';~""--b{<':~

!,i ,£<;~~;~;;;~~~~i~~}. ":r. ~~!gn~iir~~~~ t92z:J9tlannel~~pa<:iryg.i~~ili~;i5~~:f4~:~·ti~ ·b~~,~~~~s,.~P~,~
., ·,;·.;..:,·?~.:;.:.:.'conform 0 the 'recently .E;idopted .6.25, K,Hz f~eral governmentchannel spaqng In the,

. " ,·:,···.:~:;same b d:~this couldeasily' have theeffecfof making equipment purchased by State ·,:',;.;:Di:'::?',' ":"

.' .and local government entities incompatible' with that of federal government agencies.
rnteroper ility between federal, state, local governments isa vital concem .ofall .
agencies. In addition, equipment is likely to be more expensive as manufadures will
be'requir d to design and build equipment to meet both standards and will not be able
to take a vantage of the economies of scale if all equipment were built to a single
standard.
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